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Abstract

This dissertation explores the nature of early Christian identity in relation to non-
Christian Jewish alterity as these are portrayed in the Gospel of Luke. Recent study of
the relationships among Jews and Christians in the first centuries of the Common Era
has been marked by an increasing awareness of the substantial overlap that existed
between what would emerge only later as clearly delineated “Jewish” and “Christian”
identities. The study of the so-called “parting of the ways” between Jews and Christians
has thus opened up new avenues for inquiry into questions that were once thought, at
least by New Testament scholars, to be settled by paradigms that are now roundly
judged to be unsatisfactory. However, these developments in the study of early
Jewish/Christian relations have not yet prompted an adequate reinvestigation of the
place of the Lukan writings within the conflicts and convergences of early Jewish and
early Christian life. This dissertation therefore examines Luke’s Gospel as both a
theological text and an historical artifact in the light of the question of how early
Christian identity was conceived in relation to early Christian conceptualizations of
Jewish identity. It seeks to explain the theology of Israel exhibited in the Lukan
narrative and to situate this theological narrative within its historical setting in a manner
that sheds light on both the author’s mode of explicating religious identity and alterity

and the otherwise shadowy history of earliest Jewish/Christian relations.
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Methodologically, this study utilizes standard tools of biblical criticism,
including historical and literary approaches. Source-critical and redaction-critical
analyses are combined with historical-critical reflection on early Christianity, early
Jewish/Christian relations, and the gospel tradition in order to evaluate the socio-
rhetorical nature of Luke’s presentation of Christian and non-Christian Jewish identities.
Through this exegetical analysis, I argue that the orientation toward non-Christian
Jewish others in Gospel of Luke (along with the Acts of the Apostles, which is treated in
connection with Luke’s gospel throughout) is not adequately described by standard
theories of identity construction in early Christianity, in which Christian identity is said
to have taken shape historically as the church distanced itself socially from non-
Christian Jews and formulated its self-understanding in contradistinction to its
constructed image of a denigrated non-Christian Jewish alterity. Against this model, I
argue that Luke’s theological presentation of Christian and non-Christian Jewish
identities exhibits a consistent parallelism in Luke’s call to the church and to those
outside its community to repent and gather with Jesus in the face of coming judgment. I
argue further that this rhetorical characteristic of Luke’s gospel is best accounted for by
positing a social context in which the evangelist lived in close proximity to both the
Christian church, which he called to greater faithfulness, and to non-Christian Jews,
whom he called to repent and sought to persuade to accept his vision of the fulfillment

of hopes of Israel in Jesus of Nazareth.
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1. Introduction

This book is about identity and difference at an epochal historical moment: the
birth of Christianity. More specifically, it is about the way that one particular Christian
writer —the author of the Gospel of Luke—conceived and construed early Christian
identity in relation to the most important difference with which the earliest Christians
had to wrestle: the rejection by non-Christian Jews of the early Christian conviction that
Jesus of Nazareth was the Christ. It was this difference, more than any other, that
eventually led to two different ways of relating to the God of Israel. The difference
between these two ways turned out to be very great, for it would shape the development
of Judaism as much as Christianity. This book is not the full story of that development
but a focused study in its first chapter. In what follows I attempt to understand and
account for the perspective of one important author whose portrayal of early Jewish and
Christian identities would come to exercise a powerful effect on early Christian self-
understanding. If the central claim of this book is true, the author of the third gospel
hoped to affect not only the early Christian self-conception but also early Christian
conceptions of non-Christian Jews. He may even have hoped for a hearing among non-
Christian Jews. Depending on how one discerns the history of the church and of
Jewish/Christian relations, it may be that he was partly successful. Yet, in most cases,

both among his self-proclaimed friends and his enemies, his claims about the meaning



of Christian identity in the context of Jewish/Christian difference have been largely

misunderstood. This book is an attempt to find a way through the misunderstanding.

1.1 The State of the Questions

1.1.1 The Parting of the Ways and the Construction of Jewish and
Christian Identities

In recent decades a steady stream of inquiry into the so-called “parting of the
ways” between Christianity and Judaism in antiquity has challenged an earlier
generation’s assumption of a definitive rupture between Jewish and Christian
communities near the turn of the first century C.E.! Recent trends in the study of late
antiquity have exposed the diversity internal to both early Judaism? and early

Christianity,® the diversity of the modes of relating these entities to one another in

1 See, for example, Daniel Boyarin, Dying for God: Martyrdom and the Making of Christianity and
Judaism (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999). For the view of an early, definitive break between
church and synagogue by the early second century, see Adolf von Harnack, The Mission and Expansion of
Christianity in the First Three Centuries, Vol. 1, ed. and trans. James Moffatt (New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons,
1908), 44-72.

2 See E.P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief, 63BCE-66CE (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1992).

3 Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, ed. Robert A. Kraft and Gerhard

Krodel, trans. Philadelphia Seminar on Christian Origins (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1971).

2



antiquity,* the porosity of the boundaries partitioning these entities when erected,® and
the befuddling problem of anachronism in naming the realities of Jewish/Christian
antiquity.® The questioning of an early and clear parting of “Judaism” and
“Christianity” from one another has been accompanied by a recovery both of the
Jewishness of Jesus and of the substantial overlap between what would only much later
come to be known as distinctive entities.” These trends have yielded a richer and more

complex picture of the ancient landscape in which Jews, Christians, and Jewish

4 See the essays in Reidar Hvalvkik and Oskar Skarsaune, eds, Jewish Believers in Jesus: The Early
Centuries (Peabody, Mass: Hendrickson, 2007) and Adam Becker and Annette Yoshiko Reed, eds., The Ways
that Never Parted: Jews and Christians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
2007).

5 See Daniel Boyarin, Border Lines: The Partition of Judeo-Christianity (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2004).

¢ On the difficulty of terminological anachronism and its import for these questions, see Megan
Hale Williams, “No More Clever Titles: Observations on Some Recent Studies of Jewish-Christian Relations
in the Roman World” JOR 99 (Winter, 2009): 37-55, as well as Daniel Boyarin, “Rethinking Jewish
Christianity: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category” JOR 99 (2009): 7-36.

7 For the Jewishness of Jesus, see most notably Joseph Klausner, Jesus of Nazareth: His Life, Times and
Teaching, trans. Herbert Danby (London: Macmillan 1925); Geza Vermes, Jesus the Jew: A Historian’s Reading
of the Gospels (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1981); E.P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1985); more recently, Daniel Boyarin, The Jewish Gospels: The Story of the Jewish Christ (New York: The

New Press, 2012).



Christians lived and related to one another, so that presently the question of the
character of the earliest relations between the first followers of Jesus and their
contemporaries is substantially open.?

While many matters in the study of Jewish/Christian relations in antiquity have
become less theoretically determined, one fairly consistent tendency among scholars is
the characterization of the development of early Christian identity as a process by which
the exclusion and denigration of Jews as religious “others” provided the conceptual
antipode against which early Christians came to understand themselves in a coherent
way. Daniel Boyarin articulates this model of understanding the differentiation of early
Jesus followers from non-Christian Jews: “Christianity, in its constitution as a

religion...needed religious difference, needed Judaism to be its other—the religion that

8 E.P. Sanders summarizes the dynamics of early Christianity at the time of Paul: “The mission to
the Jews was relatively unsuccessful” (Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983],
185). Rodney Stark, however, suggests that from a sociological perspective the rapid growth of Christianity
likely resulted from the success of the early Christian mission to the Jews (The Rise of Christianity [San
Francisco: Harper Collins, 1997], 49-71). On the varying attitudes toward Judaism within the church, see
Raymond E. Brown, “Not Jewish/Gentile Christianity but Types of Jewish/Gentile Christianity,” CBQ 45
(1983): 74-79; cf. Johannes Munck, “Primitive Jewish Christianity and Later Jewish Christianity:
Continuation or Rupture?” in Aspects du Judéo-Christianisme: Colloque de Strasbourg, 23-25 avril 1964. (Paris:

Presse Universitaires de France, 1965): 77-94.



is false.” For Boyarin, this dynamic does not obtain at every point in the Jesus
movement; in its earliest phases, particularly the first century C.E., “Christianity” and
“Judaism” were not yet construed as distinct entities.! When a conceptual distinction
does appear, Boyarin urges, it comes into the world through the imposition of
heresiological control by “border police” who create and enforce the difference through
a discourse of “orthodoxy” and “heresy.”!!

This discourse is an integral part of the development of Christianity as a
“religion,” a phenomenon whereby previously integrated realities of human life, such as

worship, eating, sex, and national origin, become disintegrated from one another. The

° Boyarin, Border Lines, 11. Boyarin is here summarizing the historical study of Seth Schwartz and
the concept of religion in Denis Guénoun, works upon which his own study builds. See Schwartz,
Imperialism in Jewish Society from 200 B.C.E. to 640 C.E. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001); Denis
Guénoun Hypotheses sur I’Europe: Un essai de philosophie (Belfort: Circé, 2000). See also Rosemary Radford
Ruether, Faith and Fratricide: The Theological Roots of Anti-Semitism (New York: Seabury Press, 1974); John
Gager, The Origins of Anti-Semitism: Attitudes toward Judaism in Pagan and Christian Antiquity (New York:
OUP, 1983). On Jews as literary constructs in the process of Christian identity formation, see Miriam Taylor,
Anti-Judaism in Early Christianity: A Critique of the Scholarly Consensus (Boston: Brill, 1997).

10 This is true, for example, in Boyarin’s appraisal of the historical Jesus (The Jewish Gospels), of Paul
(A Radical Jew: Paul and the Politics of Identity [Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994]), and even of the
christology of the fourth gospel (“The Intertextual Birth of the Logos,” in Border Lines, 89-111).

11 Boyarin, Border Lines, 1-33.



“religion” that emerges from this disintegration takes shape by means of a habitual
discursive practice that issues in the development of a rational system of thought that
functions to justifying the identity of its practitioners. This system becomes the
organizing center of the new “religion.”!? For Boyarin, this development of religion is
tirst observable in the philosopher Justin Martyr, whose dispute with Trypho the Jew
portrays Christianity as the true philosophy in contrast to the errors of Jews and other
“heretics” who reject Justin’s christology. Through this systematic self-definition, Justin
achieves “a secure religious identity, a self-definition for Christians” in contradistinction
to others, particularly Jewish others.’* By construing the difference between the true
faith and its alternatives in this way, Justin imparts to “Christian identity” a
preoccupation with the proto-orthodox heresiological conception of the Christian “faith”

as a set of true ideas objectified in extended rational philosophical debate—that is, a

12 Tbid., 8-13

13 Ibid., 37-73. Importantly, Boyarin observes an “inconsistency” in Justin’s thought, expressed in
the last line of the Dialogue with Trypho, in which Justin portrays a friendly relation to non-Christian Jews as
people of goodwill. According to Boyarin, this admission by Justin shows that he “inscribes a site of overlap
and ambiguity between the two ‘religions’ that the text is at pains to construct as different” (Border Lines, 43-
44). Whether it is Justin’s coherency or Boyarin’s theory that remains fully intact is a question outside the
scope of this study, but the aporia, wherever it lies, points us to the difficulty of finding a theoretical

framework for the relations of identity that accounts fully for the dynamics of ancient texts.
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tendency toward abstraction.!* This innovation in early Christianity gave birth to a
“religion” centered on the dogmatic exclusion of others and was initially mirrored by a
heresiological counter-reaction among rabbinic Jews. But Jewish heresiology was a
temporary reaction to this Christian creation and was rejected by the shapers of the
Babylonian Talmud, who, along with an identity grounded in heresiology, rejected also
the Christian concept of “religion.” For the Talmudic sages and their heirs, “Judaism”
was destined not to be an un-Christian religion but something else altogether.

Whether or not Justin’s philosophically inflected Christianity in fact involved
such a disembedding of theology from the rest of an otherwise integrated life,'>
Boyarin’s argument is an example of the tendency of scholars of late antiquity to
understand theological polemics not simply as attempts to chart the boundaries of
orthodoxy but as an enterprise occupied fundamentally with the identity of the
polemicists and with their need to “construct” and “secure” their self-conceptions over
against the incursions of outsiders. By locating the heresiological impulse in the anxiety-

ridden experience of competition for identity amidst the evidently scarce resources for

14 It is worth remembering that the philosophical tradition, to which Justin lays claim, was not in
many of its ancient exemplars a disembedded discourse but part of an integrated way of life. See Pierre
Hadot, What is Ancient Philosophy? trans. Michael Chase (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 2004).

15 On the connection in Justin between life and discourse, see C. Kavin Rowe, One True Life (New

Haven: Yale University Press, 2016), 143-174.



self-conception, Boyarin presents Justin’s theology, and the historical development to
which it gave rise, as a means of sociological self-assertion. God-talk, on this model, is a
matter of securing one’s place in the world, of justifying one’s own existence, which, it
turns out, happens at the expense of others.

This way of thinking about polemical theology has immense explanatory power,
for it exposes, in ways important to modern historical consciousness, the limited and
socially embedded nature of theological speech. However, it is precisely the ability of
this approach to expose the social and political motives behind theological claims,
particularly at moments where such claims involve the exertion of exclusionary power,
that renders this analysis liable to employ a reductive logic. When a well-founded
hermeneutic of suspicion gives way to a conviction about the esse of social and religious
phenomena—in this case “religious” identity —the theoretical “givens” that guide
historical inquiry may help scholars to find what they are looking for while distorting
phenomena incongruous with the presuppositions of inquiry. Though Boyarin himself
generally avoids this danger, his laudable historical circumspection—his care to
distinguish the moments at which Christianity and Judaism do and do not participate in
the polarizing discourses of “religion” —has not been universally practiced by scholars
of late antiquity, especially scholars of Luke-Acts.

Such difficulties in the interaction of theory and interpretive practice are well

known in modern biblical research, and the history of critical research and the perennial



recalibrations of its methods caution us against dismissing such theories summarily on
the ground of their misuse.’® The present study does not take issue either with Boyarin’s
approach or his claims about the inner dynamics that led to divisions between Christian
and Jewish forms of life in the second through the fifth centuries of the Common Era.
Instead, it aims to discern what may be learned about the usefulness and limits of this
model by testing its applicability to an early Christian author whose writing —which
spans roughly a quarter of the New Testament—is clearly aimed at explicating the

identity of Jesus and the community of his followers.

1.1.2 Luke’s Relation to Jews and Judaism

Aside from what is included in the text of Luke-Acts, which is largely devoid of
self-reference, the only direct indications of the background of the author and
provenance of the Gospel of Luke and the Acts of the Apostles come from later,

conflicting traditions, which do not speak directly to the author’s relation to Judaism.!”

16 Thus, Albert Schweitzer’s trenchant critique of the inability of liberal Protestant historical Jesus
scholarship to see past its own nose did not lead to the end of historical Jesus scholarship but to a refinement
of its methods (The Quest for the Historical Jesus, trans. W. Montgomery [Mineola, NY: Dover Publications,
2005]).

17 Irenaeus first records the tradition that Luke was the companion or Paul (Haer. 3.1.1). The early

Greek and Latin gospel prologues indicate that he was from Antioch, a tradition also known by Eusebius

9



Nevertheless, most critical readings of Luke-Acts tend to locate the author of the third
gospel squarely within the realm of gentile Christianity —that is, a gentile author writing
for a predominantly gentile audience. This consensus view is widely assumed in
biblical scholarship, but its underpinnings are seldom scrutinized. For its support it
may claim the Greek name Aovxkacg from the Gospels title, present in the earliest strata
of the manuscript tradition, the author’s command of the Greek language, stylistic
similarities with Hellenistic authors, the use of the Greek form of Israel’s scriptures, the
author’s imprecise geographical knowledge of the land of Palestine, and a manifest
concern for the inclusion of gentiles in the early church.’® Less convincing, though
sometimes cited in this regard, is the author’s treatment of the Law and of Jewish

tradition, which in fact reveals a striking degree of fidelity to traditional forms of Jewish

(Hist. eccl. 3.4.6). See Joseph Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke, 2 vols., AB (New York: Doubleday,
1979), 1:45. However, comments superscripted and postscripted to a number of early manuscripts of Luke’s
Gospel in the Peshitta locate Luke in Alexandria and identify him with one of the seventy apostles sent out
in Lk 10:1. See Tetraeuangelium Sanctum: Juxta Simplicem Syrorum Versionem, eds. Philip Edward Pusey and
George Henry Gwilliam (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1901), ad loci. If any historical truth is contained in
either of these traditions, a proximity to Jews and Jewish Christianity is probable, for both Antioch and
Alexandria were centers of Jewish life.

18 See Fitzmyer, Luke, 1:35-53; H.J. Cadbury, The Making of Luke-Acts (London: S.P.C.K. 1968).
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piety.’ With regard to the gentile world, these data provide strong evidence that 1) the
author was a Greek-speaking person educated in Hellenistic literary traditions, perhaps
outside the land of Palestine, and 2) the author approved of admitting gentiles into the
Christian church without requiring their full observance of the Jewish Torah, which was
reconceived, in Pauline fashion, in the interpretive context of the church’s kerygma. This
is the extent of the “gentile” character of Luke’s writing: Luke was an educated Greek-
speaking Christian of the more-or-less Pauline variety. This conclusion, however, does
not foreclose the possibility that he, like Paul, was Jewish.?

Luke’s connection to the Jewish world may be seen in the depth of his
indebtedness to the language, content, and modes of historical narration of the

scriptures of Israel, his fondness for traditional pictures of Jewish piety, his emphasis on

19 See especially Isaac W. Oliver, Torah Practice after 70 CE., WUNT?2 355 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2013), 80-237; cf. Matthew Thiessen, “Luke 2:22, Leviticus 12, and Parturient Impurity,” NovT 54 (2012): 16-
29.

20 As Martin Hengel and others have argued, Palestinian Jews were thoroughly Hellenized well
before the time of Luke’s writing. See Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their Encounter in Palestine
during the Early Hellenistic Period (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1981). Frangois Bovon’s opinion that Luke
“was most likely a Greek by birth but turned to Judaism later in life” is no more likely than the possibility
that he was a Hellenistic Jew by birth before his acceptance of Christian faith. See Frangois Bovon, Luke: A
Commentary on the Gospel of Luke, 3 vols., trans. Christine M. Thomas, Hermeneia (Minneapolis: Fortress

Press, 2002-2013), 1:8).
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the fidelity of Jesus and his followers to temple and Torah, the prominent place of
Jerusalem in his story, his portrayal of gentile Christians as former Godfearers
associated with Jewish synagogues, his symbolic narration of the early church as a
restored Israel, his concern to answer Jewish objections raised to gentile inclusion in the
church, and his extended engagement through his portrait of Paul with the mission to
the Jews. Though these observations are enough to suggest Luke’s proximity to the
Jewish world, they are insufficient to provide certainty regarding the ethnic identity of
the author.?! It may be, as Matthew Thiessen has recently suggested, that the evidence,
taken together, justifies a working assumption that Luke was Jewish.?> As this is a
debated issue, a full engagement in the argument over Luke’s identity must be reserved
for another day. For our purposes, it is enough to observe that Luke, whoever he was,
was Jew-ish. He carried a set of concerns, convictions, knowledge, and habits that are
recognizable within the gamut of Second Temple Jewish life as that life was negotiated

within the world of Hellenistic culture.

2! From a historical perspective, it is nearly impossible to distinguish, without direct attestation, a
gentile Christian convert who had previously sustained a close attachment to the synagogue as a
“Godfearer” from a Hellenistic Jewish convert. It is likewise impossible to distinguish whether Luke was a
convert at all. Since his writing should be dated at least to the second or third generation since the
beginning of the Christian mission, he may have been a child of converts.

2 As suggested in his unpublished paper, “Indices of Ethnicity in Modern Constructions of

"Luke,”” presented at the annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature, Nov 22, 2015.
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The audience and situation for which Luke wrote is a more important question
for the present study, for the assessment of the purpose of Luke’s writings is largely
determined by the historical context in which those writings are thought to have
circulated. There are two dominant theories with regard to Luke’s situation. The first is
the view that Luke wrote for a mixed audience of Jewish and gentile Christians. This
view was pioneered by F. C. Baur in his classic study of the portrayal of Peter and Paul
in Acts, in which he argued that Luke was attempting to create a narrative of
reconciliation, the purpose of which was to bring together two great branches in early
Christianity —the gentile Christian constituency associated with Paul and the Torah-
observant Jewish Christian constituency associated with James and Peter.”> Much has
changed in scholarship on early Judaism, early Christianity, and Paul since the time of
Baur, but the legacy of interpreting Acts as a document marking the early church’s
movement away from Jewish particularity while maintaining a reverent connection to
its Jewish past has endured. This legacy of interpreting Acts as a story of conciliation is
present in the work of Johannes Munck, who, in sharp distinction to Baur, ascribes a
strong historical reliability to Luke’s writing and dates it to the mid first century in
Palestine, close in time and place to the events it narrates. For Munck, Acts describes the

original unity between Paul and the Jerusalem apostles, who shared in a proto-orthodox

2 Ferdinand Christian Baur, Paul the Apostle of Jesus Christ: His Life, Works, His Epistles and Teaching,

2nd ed., 2 vols,, rev., ed., and trans. Eduard Zeller and A. Menzies (London: Williams and Norgate, 1876).

13



Jewish Christianity that welcomed gentiles.?* Philip Esler likewise understands Luke to
be striving for rapprochement between Jewish and gentile Christian communities.
Envisioning multiple strains of Jewish Christianity in Jerusalem, Esler identifies Luke’s
position with that of the Hellenists who, like Paul, wanted to include gentiles in a faith
that was free from the constraints of Jewish particularity. For Esler, this “liberal” wing
of Jewish Christianity attracted a sizeable portion of Jews along with gentiles to the early
church, and it is especially to assure this type of Jewish Christian community of the
security of its post-synagogue existence that Luke writes a narrative of origins that
unites these Jewish Christians with fellow gentile Christians in a shared identity in the
proto-catholic church.?

Esler’s conviction that Luke’s church included a substantial number of Jews
(who, for Esler, had broken off contact with the synagogue) echoes the important work
of Jacob Jervell, who argues for Luke’s portrayal of a positive Jewish response to the
apostolic message in the church’s early days. For Jervell, the mission to the gentiles is

predicated on the original success of the mission to the Jews, as demonstrated especially

24 See Johannes Munck, The Acts of the Apostles, rev. William F. Albright and C. S. Mann, AB 31
(New York: Doubleday, 1967), xxx-xxxii. Baur also envisioned an original unity, but he believed this had
deteriorated by the time of Luke’s writing.

25 Philip Francis Esler, Community and Gospel in Luke-Acts: The Social and Political Motivations of Lukan

Theology, SNTSMS 57 (Cambridge: University Press, 1987), 163, 222.
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in the early chapters of Acts. The rejection of the gospel by Diaspora Jews in the second
half of Acts reflects, for Jervell, the historical reality that the mission to the Jews
eventually failed. By the time of Luke’s writing that mission had runs its course, and
hopes for Jewish conversion had altogether ceased, but the effects of the “mighty
minority” of Jews who did join the church endured.? Building on Jervell’s insights into
the historical importance of Jewish Christianity in Luke’s narrative, Robert Brawley has
argued that, in the gospel as well as in the early and later chapters of Acts, Luke’s posture
toward Jews is conciliatory rather than denunciatory and that Luke hoped, through
showing the indebtedness of gentile-inclusive Christianity to Judaism, to effect the
conversion of non-Christian Jews.?”” Each of these studies understands the Jewish or
Jewish Christian elements in Luke’s writing to reflect some form of historical reality in
early Christianity and, in the cases of Munck and Brawley, an earnest hope to see the
Jewish Christian constituency increase.

But the data can be interpreted differently. For Franz Overbeck, the apologetic
tendency of Luke’s writing was not, as for Baur, aimed at reconciling real factions in the

church but at giving a tendentious and largely ahistorical account of the origins of

26 See Jacob Jervell, Luke and the People of God: A New Look at Luke-Acts (Minneapolis: Augsburg,
1972), 41-74; idem, “The Mighty Minority,” ST 34 (1980): 13-38.
27 See Robert L. Brawley, Luke-Acts and the Jews: Conflict, Apology, and Conciliation, SBLMS 33

(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987).
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gentile Christianity. This proto-catholic Christianity had watered down the religion of
Paul through fusion with Jewish influences. For Overbeck, Luke’s story comes from a
situation in which the synthesis that Baur saw Luke attempting to forge was already a
historical fact.?® Overbeck’s view of the early demise of Jewish Christianity was taken
up in Adolf von Harnack’s widely influential two volume work, The Mission and
Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, in which the essence of true, Pauline
Christianity gained historical dominance through the gentile mission early in the life of
the church. Acts remains, for Harnack, a mostly reliable historical source for the earliest
stage of Christianity, and Luke’s positive portrayals of Judaism show a historian’s
fidelity to the very early period. Luke was a gentile and retained, as did his companion
Paul, a love for the Old Testament and a degree of nostalgia for the Jewish people, which
are reflected in the account of Christian origins that he wrote for the gentiles who, by his

time, dominated the churches.?? The historical accounts of Overbeck and Harnack thus

28 See W.ML.L. De Wette, Kurze Erklirung der Apostelgeschichte, Vierte Auflage, bearbeitet und stark
erweitert von Lic. th. Franz Overbeck, ed. Franz Overbeck (Leipzig: S. Hirzel, 1870); cf. A. C. McGiffert, “The
Historical Criticism of Acts in Germany,” in F.J. Foakes Jackson, Kirsopp Lake, eds, The Beginnings of
Christianity: Part I, The Acts of the Apostles, Vol 2 (London: MacMillan and Co, 1922), 381-82.

2 Harnack, The Mission and Expansion of Christianity, 44-72. On Harnack’s contribution to Lukan
scholarship, see Joseph B. Tyson, Luke, Judaism, and the Scholars: Critical Approaches to Luke-Acts (Columbia,
SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1999), 30-42. Lloyd Gaston presents Harnack’s historical reading as

a virtual consensus position (“Anti-Judaism and the Passion Narrative in Luke and Acts,” in Peter
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provide the precedent for reading the Jewish elements in Luke’s narrative as related to a
distant past, which Luke the gentile wishes to claim for gentile Christianity, the faith of
which he attempts to buttress.

Insights from these two approaches are brought together in the important work
of Jack Sanders, whose monograph The Jews in Luke-Acts is presently the most
comprehensive treatment of Luke’s orientation toward Jews and Judaism.* As a series
of systematic investigations coupled with an abbreviated commentary on Luke’s two
volumes, Sanders” work provides a meticulous reading of Luke’s attitude toward Jews.
I believe it is a meticulous misreading, but Sanders” attempt at an exhaustive treatment
of the subject matter, together with his attempt to treat the text in toto and his framing of
the question in terms of the contemporary social problem of anti-Semitism, makes his

work worthy of extended review.

Richardson and David Granskou, eds, Anti-Judaism in Early Christianity: Volume 1, Paul and the Gospels, ESCJ]
2 [Waterloo, CA: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 1986], 139), dismissing the Tiibingen position. John
Gager’s hommage to Gaston's article reverts from Harnack’s position to Baur’s, yet without reference to
Baur’s much-discussed position or to Sanders’ suggested return to it two decades earlier (John C. Gager,
“Where does Luke’s Anti-Judaism come from?” ASE 24/1 [2007]: 31-35).

% Jack. T. Sanders, The Jews in Luke-Acts (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987).
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For Sanders, Overbeck and others are correct in the judgment that Luke-Acts is a
tendentious work aimed at legitimizing the connection between Luke’s community and
Israel’s sacred past. Positive images of the relation of Jesus and the early church to
Jewish traditions demonstrate historical continuity with biblical Israel rather than an
ongoing connection with Jewish life, either within the Christian community or in
dialogue with outsiders. Luke thus lays claim to the Jewish roots of the Christian faith,
but his attitude toward contemporary Jews is altogether hostile. This hostility extends
not only to non-Christian Jews but to Jewish Christians, whom Luke attacks together
with their non-Christian kinfolk in “shotgun blasts” of anti-Jewish hatred.3! Following
Baur, Sanders affirms that Luke wrote in response to tension between gentile and Jewish
strains of early Christianity. But Sanders rejects Baur’s proposal of Acts as a narrative of
conciliation. Rather, Luke writes to announce that God has forsaken both non-Christian
Judaism and Jewish Christianity in favor of the new, exclusively gentile faith. For
Sanders, Luke’s extreme anti-Judaism is an ancient harbinger of modern Christian
instantiations of cultural xenophobia and so emboldens a theological attitude “against
which we must all and eternally be on guard.”3?

Sanders’ interpretation of Luke’s historical situation and theological attitude is

not easily accomplished. The problem, as Sanders recognizes, is that Luke presents

31 Sanders, Jews in Luke-Acts, 315.

32 Ibid., 316.
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different images of the Jewish people —some positive, and some negative.*® In terms of
history, Sanders reconciles these images by identifying the positive scenes with Luke’s
memory of the church’s idyllic past, while he associates the harsher, negative images of
Jews with conflicts in Luke’s own context, in which a gentile identity crisis prompted
Luke’s full-scale rejection of everything Jewish.3* This historical reconstruction is
coordinated to Sanders” assessment of Luke’s literary presentation of the Jewish people.
Because Luke’s presentation of Jews “is not done in vividly contrasting colours but in
subtle shades,” the narrative does not provide a simple answer to what Luke “thinks” of
the Jewish people; this is the “sticky wicket” of interpreting Luke’s view of the Jews.?
Sanders’ solution to this difficulty is achieved by deconstructing Luke’s work into
narrative and speech material and discovering in these formal sub-divisions the key to

Luke’s subtle compositional logic. The narrative material, he asserts, contains an

3 Ibid., 37-39.

3 Sanders does not substantially defend this proposal, and his arguments against Robert Maddox’s
proposal of a setting of Jewish opposition drive an unnecessary historical wedge between the issue of
gentile inclusion, which Sanders takes as central to the crisis, and arguments with non-Christian Jews and
Jewish Christians over other features of early Christian life and preaching. Nevertheless, his observation of
the role of gentile inclusion in assessing Luke’s situation is astute (Jews in Luke-Acts, 315-317; see Robert
Maddox, The Purpose of Luke-Acts [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1982], 183-5).

35 Sanders, Jews in Luke-Acts, 37-8.
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ambiguous set of positive and negative images of the Jews, while the say